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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of
1099 L.C. d/b/a Venice Nissan
Donald M. Caldwell

MUR 6054

GENERAL COUNSEL'’S REPORT # 4
.  ACTIONS RECOMMENDED: (1) Find probable cause to belicve that 1099 L.C. d/b/a
Venice Nissan' knowingly and willfully viblated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441 and 441a(a); (2) find prubable
cause 0 believe that Donald M. Caldwell icxowingly and willfully violated 2 11.S.C. § 441f; and
(3) approve the attached concilistion agresment.
IL  BACKGROUND

This matter primarily concerns the reimbursement of political contributions to Vern
Buchanan for Congress (“VBFC"™), the principal campaign committee of Rep. Vernon G.
Buchanan, by 1099 L.C. d/b/a Venice Nissan (“VN™), an auto dealership in which Mr. Buchanan
is the majority owner, in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

Donald Caldwell is the General Manager of VN and reports directly to Shelby Curtsinger,
Buchanax’s business partner responsibie for opersting VN. According to documents provided.
by VN and the testimony of Celdwell and Christina Hires, the VN Coatrelier/Office Manager,
Caldwell requested that the VN accounting office provide him with $5,000 cash in September
2005. The VN accounting office prepared and cashed a VN check for $5,000 on September 16,
2005. That same day, Caldwell received the cash, gave $1,000 to each of his five suboxdmnte
managers (Carlo Bell, Jack Prater, William Mullins, Marvin White, and Jason Mlttm).and g
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' 122009, 1099 L.C. changed its business name from Venice Nissan Dodge to Venice Nissan fol 1ot
its Dodge franchise as a result of Chrysler’s bankrupicy. The cusrent name is used in this report. >
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directed them to use the cash to make contributions to VBFC. Within one day, all five of
Caldwell’s subordinates made $1,000 contributions to VBFC. The contributions of the five
Caldwell subordinates, as well as contributions from Caldwell and several of his relatives, were
then forwarded to VBFC in a single VN envelope bearing the name “Shelby.”

On April 15, 2010, this Office served the General Counsel’s Brief (“the GC Brief™),
incorporated herizin by refererme, to VN and Caldwell. The (C Brief sots forth the factual and
legal inrein upon wivinh this Office tamramends that the Commission find postmbis caass to
believeo tiiet the respondents winlated the Act, Qn May §, 2010, VN and Caldwell submitsed &
brief in response (“Respondents’ Brief™).

Although VN and Caldwell contend that the $1,000 cash that Caldwell gave to each of
his subordinates was a routine bonus, and was not given for the purpose of reimbursing their
contributions to VBFC, the evidence gathered in the course of the investigation indicates
otherwise. Specifically, VN accounting records produced in response to the Commission®s
subpoena demonstrate that, unlike every other VN check that was cashed to pay cash bonuses in
the five-year period from 2003 to 2007, the 35,000 check at issue in this matter did not contein a
nottien that it was to be wsed ta poy foe e beaus. Furthermose, altisovgh Shetby Curwmiziger
testified Seat cash honmuses nmst be rererded in the VN payroll systam for tax sud othar pumsses,
the §1,000 cuxh paymants to the five Caldavall submrdinates were not recordad in the Vi payrall
system as would be expected for cash bonuses.

In addition, Caldwell testified that although he had no records or memory of the bonuses,
he concluded that the payments were “Fast Start” bonuses based on information provided by the
recipients still under his supervision (Prater, Mullins, White, and Martin) and Christina Hires
(the VN controller/office manager) when this matter arose. However, contrary to Caldwell’s
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testimony, there are no VN records showing that he paid Fast Start bonuses to his five

subordinates in September 2005, and all of the witnesses Caldwell identified as his sources of

information about the bonuses testified that they either did not remember the bonuses or did not

discuss them with Caldwell.

OL ANALYSIS

A. VN AND CALDWELL MADE CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE NAME OF

ANOTHER IN VIOLATION OF 2 U.S.C. § 441f, AND VN MADE AN
EXCESSIVE CONTRIBUTION IN VIOLATION OF 2 US.C. § 441a(a)

In response to the evidence nutlined in the GC Baief, Respondeat: principally make four
arguments: (1) that the VN payroll records are insonclusive or that OGC misunderstood them;
(2) that the testimony provided by Prater, Martin, Mullins, and White supported Caldwell’s claim
that the payments were for bonuses and not reimbursements; (3) that the only evidence of a
violation is the testimony of Bell, who they allege is biased and untrustworthy; and (4) that even
if the allegations are true, the alleged violations are minor and inadvertent. The Respondents
maintain that the $1,000 cash payments were “Fast Start” bonuses paid to the five managers.
Respondents® Brief at 10, 14.

Respondents do not disputs that: (1) Caldwell provided $1,000 cash ftem VN to each of
his five subardinate martagors cn September 16, 2005; (2) that when Caldwell distributed the
$1,000 cash to thaan, ke dizcuased their meking contribmiions to VBFC; (3) ali five of Caldwell’s
subprdinates who received the $1,000 in cash made $1,000 contributions using personal checks
payable to VBFC either that same day (Prater, Martin, Mullins, and White) or the next day
(Bell); and (4) that all five contributions were collected and forwarded to VBFC in a single
envelope. The only issue in dispute is whether Caldwell’s five $1,000 payments to his
subordinates were legitimate bonuses or whether they were VN contributions to VBFC in the
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names of others in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441f. The weight of the evidence supports the
conclusion that Caldwell’s payments were not legitimate bonuses but rather were contributions
to VBFC made by VN in the name of others.

Respondents argue that the outcome of this matter hinges solely on the memory of one
allegedly biased and untrustworthy witness, Carlo Bell, and that the GC Brief relies too heavily
on Bell’s affidavits. Respomsdests’ Briefat 2, 6-9. There are izdeed two versions of the evess at
issne in thlie matter. Bosll alinges that he was dirscted by Caldwell to uss tiaa $1,000 cash
Caldwell grve him o maie a contribution to VBFC and that tiee vesh waa nat & bonus. Caldwell
asserts that he gave $1,000 bonuses to each of his five subardinates, including Bell, and mesely
suggested that they should contribute to VBFC. Although Respondents assert that the issue
should be decided upon the basis of personal credibility by reference to unrelated accusations
against Bell, the objective documentary evidence -- VN's own relevant accounting and payroll
m«b-uweﬂuthemlwmmﬁmmyofohﬁhum.molvgthemﬂicﬁnsmm
in favor of a conclusion that Caldwell’s payments to his five subordinate managers were not
bonuses, but rather were contributions to VBFC to be made in the names of those managers.?

2 Regpondants alsc dispute Bell's statosent thet ke dic 5ot reveive nsh bosunos, Sas Respandents’ Brief of 19 and
Exhibit G. However, the only support for this contention is an affidavit from Curtsinger. Curtsinger Supp. Aff. at§
3, attached as Exhibit G to Respondents® Brief. Curtsinger proviously testified that since 2001, Caldwell had full
Mnﬂdhmﬂmmdh;bmumﬁrﬂmmmmdmmmw Curtsinger Depo at

56. Furthermare, *s Affidavit states only that Bell was eligible for the September 2005 Fast Start bonus,
ms..m.nn but makes =0 slaim that Boll in fisct reatived the Ssptesaher 2005 Fast Start banus. /b
Moreowsr, the only examuple cited by Curtsinger of eash honusae thet Bel! reseived were those in conjunctian with
mwnhndmmmmwnmhwmwlmwmmmﬁmm
was given $1,000 cash bonuses. /d. at 6. Even if Curtsinger’s statements are accurate, such contest are very
differem from the monthly cash Fast Start Bormses for sales activity emly in the momsh, which do nck
claim Bell ever remecived bekive. Sev GC Brief it 10; Hires Depo at 24; Caldwell Depo at 44; Mullins Dopo at 16;
Prater Dopo it 34; and Marthh Depe & 33.

Responsditnts slso suggest that OGC's um of sistermsiits made by respondient Bsad Combs, a VN filsence manager,
churing an interview should be discounted bessuse Respandents do net havs = taasaript of the intesyiew.
Respondents’ Brief at 19, nste 16. Combs is represented by Christqgher DpLacy, who is counsel for Respondents
here, and Mr. DeLacy was preaent for the interview of Combs. Respondents have neither contested sny
ropresentation made by Combs nor supplemented the record with an additional statement by Combs.
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Likewise, the testimony of the conduits who are still his subordinates at VN and who similarly
indicated that the funds that Caldwell gave them were bonuses and not reimbursements, is
undermined by the VN accounting and payroll records, which do not support the explanation that
the payments were bonuses.

1. The VN Records Contradict Caldwell’s Claim that the $5,000 Cash That
He Gave to His Subordinates Were Legitimate Bonuses

During the entire pendency of this matsér, Respundents have failed to produss = single
document that supports fheir coniextion that the $5,0G8 Caldwell paid to his five subodinaten
were bonuses, and their Brief includes few citations to evidense in this mattes: In fact, VN
accounting and payrall records demonstrate that the $5,000 were not bonuses.?

3 Neither Respondents nor the four Caldwell subordinates stifl working for VN acknowledged in the response to the
complaint, or the accompanying sffidavits, that Caldwell had given his subordinates $1,000 almost immediately
befure they each contributed $1,000 to VBFC, as Bell alleged. The first such acknowledgment wes in the
Respondents’ response to the Commission’s subpoenas. See Respondents® Response to Commission Subpoena
dated September 21, 2009 at 3 and at bates VND 170. The Respondents included in that subpoena response a copy
of 2 $5,000 check payable to cash dated September 16, 2005, the same day as the contributions to VBFC made by
Prater, Mxtin, Muliias =i Yeitite, snd swe duyeibre Bll's coriAbation. Respondents asvextod dn e subpoena
resumme mmar Hiter that tiis chock, ticcowoed suriin tha dosemms rexdes peises, visxossi to pay bonuses to
Bell, Pasler, ivisstin, Mulling, sad White, /4 Caldvell eonssded thet it wan &is henduriting at the tosttem of th
cogy of the ahaek peadusad t» the Cumanissian, whish matod that the check mas nard to pay hanuees te Bell, Pmar,
Martip, Misllics and White, and that he mnade thiase notetitns on the aagy of the cheek an or ahout Sapiumber 16,
2009, four years alber the cheek was written and cashed and five daya bafore it was provided to the Commission.
Affidavit of Dondld M. Galdwell dated October 14, 2009 st 1; Caldwell Depo at 39-40; and GC Briefat 11.
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a. The VN Accounting Records for the $5,000 Check Caldwell
Obtaized from VN, Unlike the Xecurds for All Cath Bonenes fiuam
2003 to 2037, Do Dot Indicate that the $5,000 Chexk Was Cashed
tphyllon

In response to the Commission’s subpoena, Respondents produced accounting records for
all cash bonuses paid from 2003 to 2007, comprised of copies of the VN checks payable to cash
and the accompanying accomnting record indicating for what the check was used. See VND
Ocivber 15, 2009 Submisiion at Exhilit A. Of all the VN cash bomug checks mnd reusrds in the
five yeers of cash honus eecosrds prostuced by VN, there was only ome oheak record that did not
indicate that the cheak was to be usod for a bonws: the $5,080 checl dated September 16, 2085,
that was cashed and distributed by Caldwell to his subordinates. See id. at DC 405 to 406; GC
Brief at 15-16.

Respondents® only explanation for the unique difference between the accounting records
for the $5,000 check in question in this matter and the records for every other cash bonus check
is speculation that someone other than VN controller/office manager Christina Hires handled the
check request, noting that the check record includes the initials “TW.” See Respondents’ Brief at
14-15. In fact, Hirestestified ih detafl about the $5,000 check and her irvolvement in its
crestien. See Clwiitien Hiros Depo at 19-23. Hires's ovm signatums, along with the sigrture of
Caldwell’s bedther, Darsin Caldwell, appears on the check, and, anserding to Kirns, those
signetizes indicate that she and Darrin Caldwell approved the issuanee of the chack. Hires Depo
at 19,22, Further, Hires reports to Curtsinger, and she testified that it is her standard practice to
provide a copy of such checks to Curtsinger to allow him an opportunity to reject the issuance of
the check, which he did not do in this case. Jd. at 23.

Even though Caldwell testified that he would have been the person who requested the

check and that his request would have been verbal, Caldwell Depo at 56-57, the record for the
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$5,000 check does not indicate that Caldwell verbally requested the check, which would have
been indicated by the remark “Per Don.” Hires Depo at 21; VN October 15, 2009 Submission at
Exhibit A at DC 406. Hires initially testified that she did not know who would have received
Caldwell’s request, Hires Depo at 22, but later in her deposition testified that the record for the
$5,000 check includéd not only the remark “TW,” but also the remnark “per TH,” which meant
per Tina (Christinn) Hirey, tha is, thht Hires was probably the perron whe recéivéd the call and
who was asked to get the check. Hiren Dopo at 74. Hims, in tuce, direated »nother employes to
type the check. Jai*

b. The VN Payroll Records Demonstrate that the $5,000 Cash That

Caldwell Distributed to His Subordinates to Make Contributions
to VBFC Was Not For Bonuses
The VN payroll system, which necessetily ~=cords any cash burmses paid to VN

employees, has no record of the five $1,000 cash payments that Caldwell made to his
subordinates. As Respondents correctly note, if VN paid a bonus to any of its employees, that
bonus would be reflected in some fashion in VN’s payroll records. Respondents® Brief at 13
(*“VN must accurately recerd all compensation for tax and other business purposes™). As we
discussed in tive GC Brief, in faet, bonuses that are paid in nesh resukt in the creatidn of spezific
entries in the VN puyroll spstern. GC Brief at 16-17. Aceonding to Sheiby Curtsivger eod
Claristing Hires, a cash bonus must be reccrdad iz the payrall system as a racsivable separsiely
deducted from the employee’s paycheck. That is, the payroll records must both include the
amount of the cash bonus in the amount of compensation being taxed as well as a deduction for
that amount on the paycheck itself to reflect that the cash bonus had already been paid to the

employee. Regardless of how the bonus amount is categorized (salary, draw, commission,

* Hires also testified that VN used written check request forms at the time but she could not find & written check
regocst fur o $5,080 check. /d at 18,2021, -
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bonus) or whether it is separately categorized in the payroll system, the fact that the bonus was
paid in cash requires a specific entry that deducts the cash bonus amount from the compensation
that is otherwise included in the check. Without that deduction from the amount of the
paycheck, the employee would both receive the cash bonus in advance of the paycheck and also
reszive the bonus a second time in the paycheck itself.’ As explained in the GC Brief, the
payroll records for the recipients of ffie $1,000 cash payments from Caldwell do not include any
$1,000 receivablen (deductienn) that would otherwise irddicat that they had received $1,000 aash
bonums. GC Brief at 16-17.

Qnthiscriﬁcalissu:,theRespoM’Briefiuilmt. Respondents instead discuss at
length the undisputed and unremarkable concept that salespeople are generally paid bonuses and
commissions; they attach a letter from the President of the Florida Automobile Dealers
Association to that effect; and they further argue the undisputed fact that the VN payroll system
does not contain consistent descriptions of bonuses and commissions. Respondents’ Brief at 15-
19 and Exhibit F. These points are irrelevant as to whether the VN payroll records show that the
recipients of the $1,000 cash payments from Caldwell received $1,000 in cash in addition to the
amount included their payssHl checks. As sxplaimed above, ths VI records de net indicate that
Cekivesll’s sukordinates ressimed cash bomuacs. Accoxdingly, VN's peyroll seesdu, like itx
check acconnting recandy described ahove, contractict Ragpondonts’ contention that the $1,000
payments were bonuses.

3 Akthough Hires, like Curtsinger, testified that cash Fast Start bonuses are both added to and then deducted from an
employee's payroll so that the bonus amount is taxed, Hires Depo at 28, Hires also testified that managers report to
her the amount of the commission she is to pay to an employee and speculated that a manager might deduct the
amount of a cash bonus from the amount of an employee’s reported commission. Hires Depo at 52-53. Sucha
practice would have the effect of the bonus not being recorded in the VN payroll records or taxed.
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2. Caldwell’s Testimony that the $5,000 He Distributed to His Subordinates
Was For Fast Start Bonuses Is Contradiettl By the Testimenry of
Caldwail’s fsbadinxies and tie VN Conmoite
Caldwell testified that he used the $5,000 VN check to pay Fast Start bonuses to Bell,
Prater, Martin, Mullins and White even though (1) he testified to having no memory or records
of the bonuses; (2) VN’s accounting office had no records indicating that the $5,000 check was
for bonuses; amd (3) VN payroll records had no indication that Caldwell’s subordinates received
cash bonmess. Omihwell explaixesl that he diterznthal that the $5,000 ir= distribited vens fior Fust
Start bonuses based en what Christina Kires and the four sermeiming managers told him when he
was preparing a response to the Commission’s discovery requests. Caldwell Depo at 43-44, 90-
91.
However, those five individuals testified that they either did not remember the bonus or
did not discuss it with Caldwell. GC Brief at 12-13; Prater Depo at 45-47 (neither Caldwell nor
Curtsinger ever asked him about his contribution to VBFC, he never helped Caldwell look for
documents or clarify the facts regarding his contribution, and Caldwell never asked for Prater’s
help in reenembering the events that led to his making the contribution); Hires Depo at 7-8, 39-
40, 44-49, 58, §2-64 (she had o discussibns with Caldwell abowt this mswsr, she has no mus=ory
of this pertinular chack sryurporied bonus recijicaits, and sim wus vamble to identify tie
purported bonuses in the payroll toseds of the bamus recipionts); Mullins Dapo at 32-34 (after
he magle his contribution, he never spoka with Caldwall ar anyona else about what h=
remembered of his contribution to VBFC); White Depo at 35-36, 58-59 (he was not aware of
anyone asking him questions about his contribution after he made it and that he did not
remember talking to any other VND managers about it); Martin Depo at 71-72 (Martin did not
remember what Caldwell said during the meeting but rather was “guessing in general the way it
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was” by putting together “little bits and pieces” of what others told him had happened, including
Caldwell, who told Martin what he remembered saying). Moreover, two subordinates, Mullins
and Prater, testified that they were not at the September 16, 2005, meeting. Mullins Depo at 27-
28; Prater Depo at 20-25. Although White and Martin testified about the meeting, Martin only
recalled what the other managers and Caldwell later told him, and White testified both that he
did not romember whether he reveived the benus and that they were asleed in the meeting w
contributs their bosnsea to VEFC. Minrtin Depo at 69-72; White Diepd at £3-55.

3. By Makiag Contributiozs in the Name of Another Tatsling §5,000, VN
Made an Excessive Contribution in Violation of 2 US.C. § 441a(s)

In the 2006 election cycle, the individual contribution limit for giving to candidate
committees was $2,100 per election. The contributions of a partnership are attributed to both the
partners and the partnership itself, that is, the partnership itself is subject to the contribution limit
in effect at the time for individuals. See 11 CF.R. § 110.1(c). Accordingly, a partnership that
reimbursed contributions totaling more than $2,100 per election in the 2006 cycle would also
have made an excessive contribution in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a). Because VN is taxed as
a partrership and, acting through Caldwell, the General Sales Manager, reimbursed $5,000 of
contributiens by CaldwelF's saberdinates to VBFC on September 16, 2005, for the 2(:06 primary
election, VN exceaded the $2,100 per clectian limit on centsibntions in the 266 clection cysie.

4. Respondents’ Vielations Were Knowing and Willfal

Contrary to Respondents’ assertion, the violations in this matter are not “minor and
inadvertent.” See Respondents’ Briefat 3. The cvidence demonstrates that Caldwell directed his
subordinates to make contributions to the political campaign of the person who holds the
majority interest in VN, the company for whom they all worked, using VN funds. In so doing,
VN made contributions to VBFC in the name of Caldwell's subordinates in violation of 2 U.S.C.
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§ 441f. Respondents’ claim that their violations were at most inadvertent is contradicted by the
evidence that Caldwell requested the $5,000 cash from the VN Accounting office, gave it to his
five subordinate managers, and directed them to use those funds for contributions to VBFC. The
purpose and effect of this action was to mask a contribution of VN funds to VBFC as
contributions of Caldwell’s five subordinates.

Thaecumstanoes indicate that VN end Caldwell's violations were knowing and
willful. The pheags “knowing sud willful” indicates that “adis weee comumitted with a knoadedg:
of all the relevaat facta and a renognition that o action is prehikited by law....” H.R. Rpt. %4-
917 at 3-4 (Mar. 17, 1976) (reprinted in Legisiative History of Federal Election Campaign Act
Amendments of 1976 at 803-04 (Aug. 1977)); see also National Right to Work Comm. v. FEC,
716 F.2d 1401, 1403 (D.C. Cir. 1983) (citing AFL-CIO v. FEC, 628 F.2d 97, 98, 101 (D.C. Cir.
1980) for the proposition that “knowing and willful” means “‘defiance’ or ‘knowing, conscious,
and deliberate flaunting’ [sic] of the Act™); Unired States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 214-15 (Sth
Cir. 1990). The Hopkins court also held that taking steps to disguise the source of funds used in
illegal activities might reasonably be explained as a “motivation to evadle lawful obligations.”
Hopkirs, 916 F.2d at 213-14 (citing Ingram v. Usited Status, 360 U.S. 672, ¥79 (1959)) (internal
quitations omitted).

‘The corclusion that VND ang Caldwell’s viclations uf 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(a) xad 441f
were knowing and willful is supported by: (1) VND’s accounting records for the §5,000 check
concealing its purpose unlike every other VN check cashed to pay cash bonuses; (2) the VND
payroll records concealing that the managers in question received $1,000 cash bonuses; and (3)
Caldwell's disregard for Bell's questioning the legality of the reimbursement. VND appears to
have deliberately disguised its excessive contribution to VBFC in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)




12044311098

0 N O W s W N

o

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

(~ I

MUR 6054 12
General Counsel's Report #4

because Curtsinger, Caldwell, Silvia Caldwell, and Darrin Caldwell all contributed precisely
$4,200 to VBFC in the 2006 election cycle, the maximum allowable combined contributions for
a candidate’s primary and general elections in that cycle, which indicates an awareness of the
contributions limits in effect for the 2006 election cycle.

Moreover, knowing and willful violations of Section 441f are not minor. Congress
emphasized the seriousness of knowing and willful violations of Seetion 441f when it set a
special elavaead civii penaity range of 390% to 1,000% of tho emstomnt in violatian. Ses BCRA
§ 315(a); 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(5XB).

5. Racommendations

Based upon the discussion above, and the reasons set forth in the GC Brief, this Office
recommends that the Commission find probable cause to believe that 1099 L.C. d/b/a Venice
Nissan and Donald Caldwell knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by making $5,000
in contributions to VBFC in the name of another and VN knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. § 441a(a) by contributing more than $2,100 per election in 2005 to VBFC.

B. CONCLUSION

The evidence shows fi=t Caldwell’s five subordimates all made contributions in the same
amounts at nearly the same time and did so almost immediately after Caldwell gave them each
the same ammunt of monry, in cash, and directed them to use that mouney for contributions to
VBFC. All of the subordinates’ contributions were forwarded to VBFC in a VN envelope
containing their contributions, Caldwell’s contributions, and the contributions of other Caldwell
relatives. Although Respondents assert that Caldwell’s $1,000 cash payments to each of his five
subordinates was a bonus and not a reimbursement, the VN accounting and payroll records
completely fail to show that these funds were used for cash bonuses. Because Caldwell
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requested the check, directed his subordinates to make the contributions in exchange for
matching VN funds, and the nature of the reimbursement appears to have been concealed by not
having a record of the purpose of the check or payroll records reflecting the payment,
Respondents® violations were knowing and willful. Accordingly, we recommend that the
Commission find probable cause to believe that 1099 L.C. d/b/a Venice Nissan knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441f and 441a(a) and that Doneld M. Caldwell knewingly and
willfully wiolated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

A propesed conciliation agreement covering the violatians committed by VN and Donald
Caldwell is attached.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find probable cause to belicve that 1099 L.C. d/b/a Venice Nissan knowingly and
willfully viniated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

2. Find probable cause to belicve that 1099 L.C. d/b/a Venics Nissan knowingly and
willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a).

3. Find probable cause to believe that Donald M. Caldwell knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

4. Approve the attached conciliation agreement.
5. Approve the appropriate letters.

__967&___ w
Date 'l'hommaanm
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Deputy Associate Counsel
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Assistant General Counsel
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